
January 11, 1999

EXPARTE

Christine Jines
Director -
Federal Regulatory

SBC Telecommunications, Inc.
14011 Street, N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington D.C. 20005
Phone 202 326-8879
Fax 202789-5319

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission

Re: In the Matter of CC Docket 96-128 Implementation of the Pay Telephone
Reclassification and Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of
1996; SBC Request to Extend Limited Waiver of Coding Digit Requirements;
The Southern New England Telephone Company Petition For Expedited Waiver

Dear Ms. Salas:

On January 8, 1999, Southern New England Telephone Company, Southwestern
Bell Telephone Company, Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell (collectively SBC)
attempted to file the attached letters with Ms. Anna Gomez, Chief, Network
Services Division of the Common Carrier Bureau. Because the 2000 M Street
location closed early at 5:00 p. m. on Friday, and the courier was unable to
deliver the letters, SBC is filing these letters with Ms. Gomez today. The
attached Certificate of Service gives notice that SBC has served the petitions on
all parties of record in the docket.

In accordance with 47 C.F.R. 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission's rules, the
original of this letter and one copy are being filed with your office for inclusion
in the public record. Acknowledgment and date of receipt are requested. A
duplicate of this letter is included for this purpose.

Please direct any inquiries concerning the foregoing to the undersigned.

Sincerely,

~
Attachment

cc: Anna Gomez
Marty Schwimmer



JelfreyB. Thoma
SeniorCrJurJ.1

snc Communications Inc.

One Bell Plaza
RoomJ043
oeu.. Texas 75202

PfIOne 214-4fU.4iCfK)
Fru: 2144iU-5'93

January 8, 1999

Anna M. Gomez
Chief
Network Services division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Gomez:

,." Pl'.lW. GOMMUIt'Cf:illO!~SCOt ~~ ~:",
(:"_'.j.;:~:, t~,':':"'~ S-::;{.~:\:~i{;'..;1

Re: Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1986, CC Docket No. 96-128; NSD-L­
98-147

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company ("SWBT"), Pacific Bell. and Nevada Bell
(collectively, "SBC") are filing this letter to respond to Questions raised in the Order of
the Network Services Division of the Common Carrier Bureau, released December 31,
1998, and also raised in your December 29, 199Bletter. SSC has installed Flexible ANI
Information Digits ("Flex ANI") capability in all its switches so that the switches can pass
payphone-specific coding digits. Technical problems were discovered during the
installation of Flex ANI. These problems affect a small percentage of payphone calls
within SSC's service areas.

SSC has worked diligently with its switch vendors to resolve the remaining technical
problems. The following discussion provides detailed information that responds to the
questions raised regarding SSC's implementation planning and vendor negotiations.

I. SBC·s RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS TO ALL PETITIONERS

1. Vendor performance generally.

A. What performance deadline commitments did the petitioners and their vendors initially
contractually agree upon to meet the October 7, 1997 deadline? When were these
agreements negotiated and finalized?

There were no performance deadline commitments or agreements with the vendors to
meet the October 7, 1997 deadline for two reasons: 1) sec had originally planned to
deploy Originating line Number Screening (WOLNSII

), an alternative to Flex ANI. as the



most economical means of meeting its obligations to provide a means for IXCs to
identify payphone calls for PSP compensation. Additionally. OLNS was already being
deployed in SBC at that time. The decision to use Flex ANI for payphone compensation
in the industry was not reached until shortly prior to the Odober 7, 1997 deadline.
2) The basic Flex ANI software features were already developed and available for all
switch types. At this time. the 800 to POTS problem had just been identified, and it was
recognized that industry standards would need to be established prior to feature
development. The Tandem Screening problem had not been identified at this time.

These two reasons were well documented at the time. For instance. concerning the first
reason. in the LEC Payphone Coalition 9130/97 letter to the FCC. the Coalition pointed
out: ·Until mid-August, AT&T was arguing...that It could not accept Flex ANI digits at all,
and MCl's position was that it would accept OLNS access for free. It was therefore not
until just over a month ago that LEes could even begin considering the use of Flex ANI
to meet AT&T's and MCl's demands. Two months is simply too little time to implement
Flex ANI ubiquitously through over 20.000 switches. even if Flex ANI were an
appropriate solution nationWide (which It is not).'" SSC was one of the LEes that
agreed at the time of this letter to go. forward with implementation of Flex ANI, rather
than solely rely on OLNS. But it was not until the FCC's Order released March 9, 1998
that the FCC resolved the issue, clarifying that Flex ANI or hard coding of ANI, not
OlNS. were the acceptable means of providing payphone-specific digits. 2

Concerning the second reason. in sac's Odober 1, 1997 letter to the FCC in this
proceedin~. we set forth our schedule for near 100% implementation of Flex ANI for
total lines. Prior work with NORTEL on FLEX ANI helped SBC in its drive toward full
implementation. An initial Flex ANI agreement with NORTEL for OMS 100s was
entered into in December of 1990 by SWBT and December of 1992 by Pacific Bell. The
feature purchased in these contracts was NTX735AA - Flex Auto Number Identification.

In the October 1, 1997 letter, SSC also identified five problems that had recently been
discovered with certain call types or switches. We identified the 800 to POTS problem,
but not the 800 tandem screening problem of which we were then unaware.· In SBC's
October 30. 1997 Comments in CC Docket 96-128, we further described the 800 to
POTS problem, including the need for an industry standard solution. 5

1 Letter from Michael K Kellogg, representing the lEC ANI Coalition. to John B.
Muleta, FCC, September 30.1997, CC Docket No. 96-128.
2 Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98,
Memorandum Opinion and Order. 13 FCC Red 4998 at para. 23 (1998) ("Bureau
Coding Digit Waiver Ordet').
3 letter from Jeffrey B. Thomas, SBC. to John B. Muleta, FCC. October 1, 1997, CC
Docket No. 96-128.
41d.
5 Comments of Southwestem Bell Telephone Company, Pacific Bell, and Nevada
Bell. CC Docket No 96-128, Odober 30,1997, at 4-5.
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B. What changes in the performance deadline commitments did the petitioners attempt to
reach after each of the three waiver extensions granted to date? When were these
changes negotiated and finalized?

This question appears to assume that LEes and vendors contracted from the beginning
based on guarantees from vendors that they would ensure that FLEX ANI was passed
on all call types. regardless of what unknown problems might arise. That is not the way
the process works. Given that unknown problems cause unknown costs, the parties
could not contract on that basis. Instead, LECs acquired the existing FLEX ANI
software from vendors and then began testing it under various circumstances to see if
the coding digits were properly passed. At varying times. LECs discovered that digits
were not passed on certain switches on certain call types. As each problem arose, the
LEC first sought existing software solutions. If they did not exist, the LEe sought either:
(1) an industry standards solution to be followed by a vendor software solution meeting
the new standard, and then LEC testing and installation of the software solution; or (2) if
it was practical and vendors would agree to it, a dired vendor software solution to be
followed by LEC testing and installation. As this trial and error process of finding and
then trying to solve problems continued. LECs had to request waivers from the FCC to
allow more time to fix the problems. This normally was not because a vendor had failed
to meet a commitment. It normally was because a new problem arose for which no
commitments had previously been made because no one knew they were needed. It
also occurred because in some cases before any vendor commitment could be reached
an industry consensus agreement was needed. No one wants each vendor to go off on
its own with its own unique methods of fixing problems. methods which may not be
compatible with other vendors' methods. The network is composed of numerous
vendors' equipment and types and generics of eqUipment; they must work together
seamlessly if end user customers are going to continue to receive the high quality
universal service that sec believes they must continue to receive. Finally, once there is
sufficient agreement. it takes vendors time to develop solutions and for LECs to test and
install them, while again ensuring high quality communications for all customers. This
too required LEC waiver requests for more time.

Let it be made clear, that when SSC said that the timing of solutions to FLEX ANI
problems were often beyond its control. SSC did not mean to cast blame on the industry
or on software vendors. SSC was simply trying to make It clear that no matter how
much the FCC. SSC, and others want to reach the point of ubiquitous passage of
payphone-specific digits, there are a number of interdependent steps, involving
numerous carriers and software vendors, that must be taken. These steps take time,
but great and rapid progress has been made.
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We discuss below some of the progress SSC made after each of the FCC's orders
granting waivers and waiver extensions.

1) The FCC's grant In its 1017197 Order of an extension until 3/9/98 for LECs to
Implement Flex ANI.!

On December 15, 1997, SWST executed a contract with Lucent Technologies Inc. for
the "Flexible ANI Provisioning Enhancement 99-5E-133T feature. This feature was
required in addition to the already existing base Flex ANI 5ESS software 99-5E-D642.
The feature was available for immediate use in swsrs five-state territory of Arkansas.
Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Texas.

On December 22. 1997, Pacific Bell purchased the "Flexible ANI Provisioning
Enhancement 99-5E-133T from Lucent for the 5ESS as this feature was required in
addition to the base FLEX ANI feature 99-5E-D642 that was already available in Pacific
Bell's 5ESS switches in California and Nevada.

In SSC's January 23, 1998 letter to the FCC, we were able to withdraw two of the
earlier-described problems (FGD calls from 5ESS when the industry goes to 4 digit
CICs; calls from OMS 10 switches until replaced). We Identified four remaining
problems (800 to POTS; NORTEL 800 to CICs; NORTEL 0- transfer calls; and FGB 950
calls). We explained that fixing 800 to POTS would require a change in the standard
prior to vendor work.7

In SSC's March 5, 1998 letter to the FCC, we very briefly identified the 800 tandem
screening problem for the first time. We explained that we had recently discovered the
problem during testing. We pointed out that other LECs described this problem in
letters to the FCC at about the same time.8

In this March 5, 1998 letter, sec also shortened its waiver requests for two problems:
1) NORTEL 800 to elc and 2) NORTEL 0- transfer (based on a pending vendor
solution). We also added the AXE10 problem with indirect trunking, which was solved
shortly thereafter. We updated information on the other problems. including 800 to
POTS.9

6 Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. CC Docket No. 96-128, 12 FCC
Red 16387 (1997).
7 Letter from Jeffrey B. Thomas. SBC. to Rose CreUin, FCC, January 23, 1998, CC
Docket No. 96-128.
8 Letter from Jeffrey B. Thomas, sac. to Rose Crellin. FCC, March 5, 1998. CC
Docket No. 96-128 at 1-2.
91d.
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2) The FCC's grant In its 3/9/98 Order of an extension until 6/1/98 for SSC (and
some others) to fix problems on certain switches and call types, and an extension
for SNET and GTE until 8/30188 for 75% implementation and 12131198 for 100%.!!!

NORTEL

On May 6. 1998, a verbal agreement was reached between NORTEL and SSC for the
purchase of the following features:

To resolve the "0-" transfer problem
ENSVOO6 - 2 Digit ANI for TOPS
OSEAOO12 - TOPS FLEX ANI

To fix the DMS-100 "800 to CIC" problem
NTS00025

A written Agreement. # 980189, with NORTEL on the functionality described above,
SUbject to February 1998 negotiations. was finalized on May 22.1998 and covered all
seven states in the then SSC tenitory.

In SSC's May 22,1998 Petition at the FCC. we identified three remaining problems. We
requested a short extension for NORTEL 0- transfer based on the pending vendor
solution. We explained that for 800 to POTS there would need to be industry standards
work first. including work at the Industry Numbering Committee ("INC-) forum. For 800
tandem screening, we said that industry standards work needed to be further
considered.11

Lucent

ssc negotiated with Lucent throughout this period concerning the two remaining
problems.

5/13/98 - Lucent indicated that Tandem Screening in 4ESS would be available in
3/99 on 4E24R1 generic. No estimate on 800 to POTS for 4ESS tandem was
provided pending development of standards.

Ericsson

5/1/98 - SSC requested a standard analysis for the 800 to POTS and 800 tandem
screening problems.

10 Bureau Coding Digit Waiver Order, supra.
11 PeUtion to Extend LImited Waiver to Implement FLEX ANI by Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company, Pacific Bell, and Nevada Bell. May 22. 1998. CC Docket No.
96-128, at 3,9-10, 13
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5/8/98 - Ericsson responded that it would not begin development until the requirements
have been standardized. at which time Ericsson could make the features available eight
months after sec made a purchase commitment.

3) The FCC·s grant in Its 6/10198 Order to SBC of. brief extension for 0- transfer
and until 12131/98 for 800 to POTS and 800 tandem .c....nlng.!!

SSC soon resolved the 0- transfer problem based on NORTEL.'s solution (ENSV0006 &
OSEA0012). SSC moved forward on the two remaining problems. Notably, Pacific Bell
introduced the 800 to POTS issue at the INC, which reached a consensus in September
of 1998, paving the way for the development of standardized vendor solutions.

NORTEL.

In October of 1998. sec negotiated with NORTEL for the Flex ANI functionality
specified below:

NTS00026 - 800 CalJs Routed to POTS
UDD00002 - Tandem Screening

In November of 1998, sec discovered that additional functionality was required:

NTS00027 - Screening on 800 Calls to POTS

In November of 1998, SSC negotiated to obtain the screening functionality. On
11/19/98 NORTEL indicated to sec that the modification could not be made to the
800 to POTS software by 12/31/98 to accommodate the 800 to POTS screening.
Then on 12/10/98 NORTEL provided a schedule where they mention that the
screening fIX could be available as early as December 21 st, depending on the
generic platform.

On January 5, 1999, NORTEL reported that this additional screening functionality is
ready for testing. SBC will make arrangements for testing it.

L.ucent

sac negotiated with Lucent throughout this period concerning the two remaining
problems.

10/30/98 - sec received a time-and-cost quote from Lucent for the Tandem
Screening in the 4ESS. Lucent indicated availability of this new feature by 3130/99.
The feature name is Tandem Flexible ANUII Digit Restriction with Feature 10 #539.

12 ImplementatiOn of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-128, 13 FCC
Red 11210 (1998).
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11/24/98 - Lucent sent its first feature documentation for Tandem Screening for the
4ESS.

12110/98 - Lucent sent a first time and cost estimate for 800 to POTS feature in 4ESS.
Lucent indicated delivery of 8/99 or 4/00 depending on the switch generic.

Ericsson

Since it appeared that the standards work that Ericsson was waiting for would not take
place, on December 15 1998, sec provided Ericsson descriptions of the designs for the
800 to POTS and 800 tandem screening that would meet SBC's needs. SSC asked
Ericcson if it would consider utilizing these designs for the development of the two
features. Ericsson has not yet directly responded to that request. On January S, 1999,
however, in response to SSC's request for a verified statement, Ericsson responded:
IIEricsson is presently investigating alternative approaches to satisfying the
requirements. These alternative approaches mayor may not decrease the time
required to develop the features. This investigation has not been completed, and no
development has been initiated. At this time, Ericsson can not commit to a firm date for
delivery of these features."

C. What changes in the performance deadline commitments were actually agreed upon
after each of the extensions, and why were they not adequate to meet the petitioners'
legal obligation?

See response to B.

D. What penalties against vendors were agreed upon for non-performance?

Standard penalties have been included in contracts with vendors. Again, the need for
more time to meet ubiquity has not been because of failures to meet commitments.

2. Verified statements from vendors to substantiate or explain the failure to meet the
December 31.1998, deadline.

See Exhibit A hereto.

II. SBC's RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS ON ITS PETITION

1. The sac petition states at page 2 that for SWBT and Pacific Bell. sac is requesting
an "indefinite- waiver for Lucent's 4ESS switches for Soo-to-POTS translation. Is
Lucent under no date-certain obligation to provide these switches? Why would an
open-ended waiver be appropriate here?
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On May 15, 1998, SSC requested a quote from Lucent for the 800 to POTS feature.
Lucent's initial response was that they "had placed development on hold until standards
were issued." On December 10, 1998, Lucent provided a quote and availability date of
August 1999 or March of 2000 for this feature depending on which generic is
purchased.13 Therefore, an open-endecl waiver is no longer required. Because of the
small number of4ESS switches, once the feature is available, sac expects to test,
soak, install the feature in its sWitches, and perform other necessary tasks more qUickly
than normally can be anticipated. Therefore. sac requests a waiver extension until
fourth quarter of 1999 for Lucent's 4ESS switches for 800 to POTS.

2. The SBC petition states at page 5 that. because the 800-to-POTS problem affects
the same switch types as the 800 tandem screening problem, it is more efficient to fix
both problems at once rather than separately. What is the extra cost If they are fIXed
separately?

NORTEL has agreed to reduce application charges for the software patches If patches
for 800 to POTS and 800 tandem screening are applied at once in the tandem switches.
This efficiency of requiring NORTEL's experts to only enter the 66 switches once,
instead of twice, results in a savings of approximately $80,000.

Similarly, Lucent has reported that it will reduce its application charges by approximately
$28,000, if both patches are applied at once in the 18 Lucent tandem switches.

There is no saving from Ericsson to fix both problems at once rather than separately.
Only one Ericsson switch will require 800 Calls to Access Tandems and that cost will be
the same either way.

A key efficiency arises from entering the switches only once instead of twice, which
minimizes the risk of the number of accidental mishaps which could occur when
changing codes in the switches. Thus, network integrity is protected. Dispatching
switch personnel once instead of twice also reduces costs.

3. The SSC petition states at page 8 that the number of payphone calls affected by the
remaining two problems appears to be "de minimis." What is the meaning of "de
minimis?" Does it imply that non-compliance is acceptable?

"De minimis" means "very small or trifling." In the legal context, it is normally used as a
short form of -de Minimis non curat lex" ("the law does not care for, or take notice of,
very small or trifling matters-).'4 As used by sac in its Petition. it does not mean or
imply that non-eompliance is acceptable. Our Petition explains how we have been
trying to attain the goal of having payphone-specffic digits passed on every call over
payphone lines. sac's use of "de minimis" does mean that we believe the FCC could

13 In either of these cases, we understand Lucent to mean end of the month.
14 Black's Law Dictionary, Revised Fourth Edition, 1968, at 482.
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conclude that the costs of implementing FLEX ANion the calls affected by SSC's two
remaining problems far outweigh the benefits to be obtained by fixing them. sec
believes that the FCC could provide a waiver that allows compliance without fixing
them. This belief is based on the apparently very small nUmber of calls affected by the
two problems, which we have estimated at less than 1/10 of 1% of payphone calls on
SBC's networks for the 800 tandem screening problem and less than 1% for the 800 to
POTS problem.15 This belief also is based on the expeded automatic disappearance of
the problem concerning 800 tandem screening of IXCs' capabilities to receive FLEX
ANI, as IXCs step up to implement Flex ANI in their networks. 1S

SSC has not requested the FCC to relieve us of the burden of fiXing the two remaining
problems because of the difficulty of establishing with any exactitude the number of
calls that may be affeded by the problems. Initial analysis of a recent traffic sample
taken dUring the 800 bUSy hour, however. indicates that the 800 to POTS problem
would affect significantly less than 1% of payphone calls.

Although FLEX ANI is the only technical means of meeting the FCC's requirement for
passage of payphone-specific digits, it is not the only technical means available for
payment of compensation. SSC is not aware of any harm that has resulted from our
inability to pass or screen FLEX ANion these two call types, and the record in this
proceeding has not shown any such harm. The pending comment cycle on SSC's and
others' waiver petitions, will provide a vehicle for parties to reveal actual harm, If any,
that would result from SSC not fiXing the two problems.

Based on that record, should the FCC decide to allow SSC, and any similar1y situated
LEC, a permanent or indefinite waiver for all switches for these two problems, we would
urge the FCC to keep open the possibility that parties, including SSC, may come to the
FCC in the Mure with evidence that the apparently de minimis problems are no longer
so. At such time, it might be shown that fixing the problems would help ensure that
compensation is paid, and at such time LECs should be allowed to recover the costs of
fiXing the problems. In the mean time, SSC would of course lower (or shorten the
period of) its tariffed rates for FLEX ANI to the extent warranted by a reduction of costs
resulting from such waiver. If the FCC is potentially interested in this idea and wants to
receive comments on it, the FCC may want to quickly alert the industry of this interest

15 See Petition for Expedited Temporary Extension of Umited Waiver to Implement
FLEX ANI by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Pacific Bell, and Nevada Bell,
December 9, 1998, at iii, 6, 9, 15.
16 See id. at n. 19 on pg. 14.
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so thatfClrties can mitigate costs of fixing the two problems until the FCC decides the
issue.1

4. The SSC petition states at page 11 that "NORTEL began developing a solution prior
to generic standards being completed." On what date or at what time did NORTEL
begin? Was this in conjunction with an agreement wfth SSC? Was there an expected
completion time?

sac informed NORTEL of the 800 to POTS issue at least as early as May of 1998, and
NORTEL participated in the INC work on the issue. SSC had a conference call with
NORTEL in september of 1998 to discuss the INC's resolution of the issue. NORTEL
was then able to begin development on that feature. sac has issued a Request for
Feature to NORTEL, but there is not yet an agreement

The 800 to POTS fIX is composed of two features, namely NTSOOO26 and
NTS00021. NTSOOO26 is basic 800 to POTS w/o screening and NTSOO027 adds the
screening capability. NTS00026 is already available. However, NTSOO027 would
be available as follows, based on a message from NORTEL on 12/10198:

Generic NAOO9
>08
>07
>06
>05
>04

21st Dec 1998
4th Jan 1999
11th Jan 1999

18th Jan 1999
25th Jan 1999
02nd Feb 1999

5. The sec petition further states at page 11 that "SBC anticipates that generic
requirement developers may be able to complete the generic standards by March 15,
1999." What;s this date based on?

This date was Bellcore's estimated completion date.

6. Also on page 11, the SSC petition states that "Ericsson has not begun to work on the
needed changes." How is a vendor's failure even to begin work justified just weeks
before the deadline of December 31, 1998? Did sec know of this? Did it take action to

17 The FCC may find precedent for this type of waiver in the action it took concerning
FGB services. The FCC stated: 'With regard to problem (2), cited by SSC. FGB
services. we note that there is currently no standard to provide payphone-specific
coding digits and carriers wishing to receive FLEX ANI must take FGD services.
Thus, pending the development of standards, we grant all LECs a waiver and
require that carriers taking FGB service pay PSPs per-call compensation using ANI
lists or other means they may identify.· Bureau Coding Digit Waiver Order at para.
82.
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spur compliance? Was Its agreement with Ericsson not tied to the legal obligation to
meet the December 31 deadline?

Ericsson originally indicated that it would not begin feature development until generic
standards were issued, and that once that occurred it could develop the feature within
eight months of sec entering a purchase agreement It also reqUired a contractual
commitment before feature development. sec knew of this and has made the legal
obligations that sac faces clear to Ericsson. At this time, agreement has not yet been
reached. In December of 1998, sac provided Ericsson descriptions of designs for the
features for 800 to POTS and 800 tandem screening that are expeded to meet our
needs. SSC asked Ericsson if it will consider using our designs for the feature
development. Ericsson has not yet directly responded to that request. On January 8,
1999, however, in response to SSC's request for a verified statement. Ericsson
responded: -Ericsson is presently investigating alternative approaches to satisfying the
requirements. These alternative approaches mayor may not decrease the time
required to develop the features. This investigation has not been completed, and no
development has been initiated. At this time. Ericsson can not commit to a firm date for
delivery of these features."

Please let us know if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,
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TIIIdaD ScneD1D& features available by Man:h 30. 1.. DeJi\'CIY for dIa 4ESS 100 CD POTS
iI_b_.. for~ 1999 or April 200Q depenCUDg an the paaric reJease SBC orders it
wiIh.

J baw !Wad lhe foreaoma ...... -' to Iba blat afmy taow1alp. inbmalioD. and belief
dKn 11 pod 1&'OWIIl U» IlIppOft Ie. IDd ilia Dat intI:rpolcd for delay. 1 vorify under penallY of

~~7~_=1__,1999

JoelA.
A~gauut MIIIqDr Sw1r.chiq
Lucent TcdmDlOlil:l
100 NE Loop 410. 13th FlaDl'
San Am.cmio. 'IX 712.16
(210) 530-2527

JRN 08 1999 14:31



VerJftld Stal_at Fram VelldM

'!'P""'" CC Dacke' 91.1.

"'tures I!PiPd to SUpped PJa!ble ANI

A. Whit work plU1J did tbc velVion implemel\t initially and after each extension ofttYI waiver deadlines?

On May 1, 1998 SQUlbWOltern Bell (SWB) raquclCId I ItaDdud malyail from EriClson U) al1Dw ROO Can
A=eaa Tandem Scrwnift& fOr Fl.xLble ANI IDd Plexible ANt on 800/888 Calla Routing EO POTS Telephone
Numberli

BrielSQft rupcmded on May 8 t 1998 dW CliDR II&DdaniIi were ill e~isteDce, "S00 Call Accell Tandem
Sl:~eniDI for Fluible ANI" lAd "P1exib18 AM on 800/188 Calli Rawml to POTS Te1epboae Nwnbc:su

•

~ulc! be tna.da available ill tba AXE ,iBm (I) mantIlI falJowtna a purchue commitment an the part of SWJI.

II. Wb)' were tU work plana DOt adequate fO melt rna d=adliDes'1

;Re!p!D!e:

Tht:y ate blSleS em Sric:lIClA'. undlrltanl!jq at tbl1 time mar. me requinmentl had net y~t been It.a.nCWdizad
by tbe iDduslr)'.

C. What wark planl are tbc vendon cwlllUly implemlntiDl: at wlw StasCI arB thay ftOWj and what are
the aunplatiOD datu for upcamiQlI1lPI?

ll!IpOme:

E.ricslon i. prclC:ntly UsvutlptiDg aJ~rftative approaches to uWfymr the requirements. no. altun&tive
&Wloachaa mayor tnay nat cleerell8 !hi t1me required m dlvdop d1& fllmres. This 1nvlltigatian Jus not
been cOmJIle1lcl, ancl=deYeloplMllC hal been initilteC1. At ems time. Bri~lSon c:an DOt l::ommit ~D a ~rm c1lte
for delivery Df tbe.. fAtuze!. .

DBD'ICATJO.N

BaHel em my knowledP. infomJatiaa, and beJl1f1 I verit)' ucd&r penalty Dr perjury !hit the tOlecoq is tn.1c
aDd. carre"-

BxeCWllli OD JuwuY 8. 1999.

«J.':2&;;;:;~;;I!(=-----
Te=ica1 Soliltlona Dincror. Neewark Systeml
Ericaaon Iac.
1010 Buc Anlpaha Jlaad
JUcbardaan. Tau "081
(972) 513-5579
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VerIfied Statement From Vendor

Regarding CC Docket 96·128

Features Rcquired to Support Flexlbl! ANI

A. What work pla.ns did the vendors implement initially and after each extenslon of the waiver deadlines7

Response:

On May 1, 1998 Southwestern Bell (SWB) requested a standard analysis from Ericsson to allow 800 Call
Access Tandem Screening for Flexible ANI and Flexib!a ANIon 800/888 Cans Routing to POTS Telephone
Numbers

Ericsson responded on May 8, 1998 that once standards were in existence, I'SOO Call Access Taru:lem
Scr~enini for Flexible ANI" and "Flexible ANI on 800/888 Calls Rout1n~ to POTS Telephone Numbers" ,
could be made availa.ble in the AXE eight (8) months followina a purchase committT'...ent on the part of SWB.

B. Why were the work plans nat adequate to meet the deadltnes?

Re!PODse:

They ate based on Ericsson's understanding a.t that time that the require~nts had not yet been standardized
by Ebe industry.

C. What work plans are the vendors currently implementin&; at what stages are they now; and what are
the completion dates for upcoming stages?

Response:

Ericsson is presently investigating alternative approaches to satiifying the requirements. These alternative
approacbes mayor may not decrease the time required to develop %he fea.tures. This investigacion has not
been completed, and no development has been initiated. At this tim!, Ericsson can not conunit to a finn date
for dcHvcry of these features.

VERIFICATION

Based on my knowledge, information, and belief, I verify uDder penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true
ami correct.

Executed on January 8. 1999.

{;L('f)1~ el..



YcrlfIed Statement From Vendor

R.eprdlDI CC Dodcell6-128

A. What wodc plans did the vendors implemem iDitially and after cacb extension of the
waiver deadlines?

On May 1. 1998 SBC requested budgetuy pricing ami availability from Lucent Techuologies to

allow 800 Call Access Tandem SCreeniD& of Flex ANI for deJivel)' to only those Ie's capable
of receivinl Flex ANI anc1800 to POTS for bam sas IIId 4BSS switches.

On May 4, 1998 Luc:eut responded with a plannjD& prospectus giving budJcwy pricing for
PayphoDe Compensation features 011 SESS and estimated availabiUty of '199.

On May 13, 1998 Lucent responded with budietaly pridng for Tandom Screening on chc 4ESS
and availability was estimated far 2/99 on 4E24R1 equipped switches. No estimate would be
available by Lw:ent for tile availabiliry of tile 800 to ParS until after me BeUcore sandards
were pubUshe4. Lucent notJtied SBC that these feamres were Dot feasible on abe lAESS swirdJ
platform and could not be c2eveloped.

On September 17. 1998 SBC requested fum pricfnl for Tandem Screening and 800 to POTS
for both 4ESS and SESS. DOW &bat the NIC (IndusllY Numbering commlnce) had aasiped a
new ANI pair of 2S for 800 to POTS calls orilinating from payphooc6.

On October 8, 1998, LU<:eDt provided finn prieiD, (SWBT. PD. NB) and a delivery
commitment of 3-30-99 for d1e 'ESS Payphcme Compensation fealUre sct.

On Oclober 28, 1998. Lucent prOVided firm pricing and committed to deliver Tandem Flex
ANI/II feature 1539 on 4E24Rl no later than Marcb 30, 1999.

On October 29. 1998, SSC and Lucent held a technical conference to discuss u:chnicaI
attributes of the new SESS fearures being developed.

On November 24, 1998 Lucent pubJilhed the documemation for Tandem Saeenini feacure
#539 OD 4ESS.

On December I, 1998 BeUcore fmalized the 4ESS Flex. ANIln Pair 2.5 standard required to
suppon 800 to POTS.

On December 10. 1998. Lucent propared a budaetary price and availability of 4ESS Flex
ANJIll800 10 POTS based on recently finalized Be11core S1audards. Availability on 4E24R3 is
8/99 if SSC commitment is rDCCivcd before January 30. 1999.



B. Why were cbe work plaus DOt adequate to meet the deadlines?

Bespuu;I::

Lucent StaTt:d on aD October 29, 1998 con.fereDce caJl that eurrcm doveJopmcut cyc1es, odler
developmcm requests -already in progress, and ocher mandated development requiremcms were
some of the reasom for nat being able to provide these fcat\1Rls earlier than quoted previously
by Lucent (March, 1999 and August 1999 respectively). These facrors bave nOC changed to

allowpravis~ oftbcae fealUl'C8 earUet tbaD dle March 1999 and August 1999 dates.

C. What work plans are the vendors curteDtly implemaating; at what Stales are they now;
and what are die completion dates tor upcoming stageB?

Lucent plaDs are 10 have the 5ESS Tandem ScreeninS, SESS 800 10 POTS, and the 4BSS
Tandem Screening features available by March 30. 1999. Delivery for die 4ESS 800 10 POTS
is estimated for Auaust 1999 or April 2000 depending on me geD8ric: release SBC orders it
with.

VERJFlCAnON

I have read the foregoing statement, IDd to tbe best af my kDowlcdsc, infoI1D8tion. and belief
there is good Braund ED suppon it, and it is DOt interposed for delay. J verity under penaltY of
perjury foreaoing is true d correct. BxecuIed on January _, 1999.

W 1/.
Joel A. ra
Account Manager Switcbina
Lucent Technologies
100 NB Loop 410, 13dl FlocI'
San AIWmio, TX 78216
(210) 530-2527
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Southern New England Telephone
310 Orange Street
New Haven, Connedicut 06510
1eI203.771.8514
Fax 203. 824.3549
Email wendy.bluemling@SNET.com

Wendy Bluemling
Director - Regulatory Affairs

January 8, 1999

Ms. Anna Gomez, Chief
Network Services Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 96-128, NSD-L-98-147

Dear Ms. Gomez:

The Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET) is filing this lener to

respond to questions raised in the Federal Communications Commission's
(Commission's) Order released December 31, 1998 and also in your December 29,
1998. Technical problems were discovered during the installation of Flex ANI. These
problems affect a small percentage of payphones within its service area.

To date, over ninety-three percent of SNET's "smart" phones are capable of
transmitting payphone coding digits. SNET bas worked diligently with its switch
vendors to resolve the remaining technical problems to make SNET fully compliant and
has scheduled comminnenlS from its vendors that allow SNET to become fully
compliant by May 31, 1999. The following provides extensive information that
responds to each of the questions raised regarding SNET's implementation planning and
vendor negotiations.

SNET Responses to FCC Questions

1. Vendor Performance

A. What performance deadline commitments did the petitioners and their vendors
initially contractually agree upon to meet the October 7, 1998 deadline? When were
these agreements negotiated and finalized?



2

SNET Response
SNET had originally planned to deploy Originating Line Number SCreening (OLNS),
an alternative to Flexible ANI Information Digits (Flex ANI). as the most economical
means of meeting its obligations to provide coding digits for Payphone Service Provider
(PSP) compensation. There were no contractual agreements regarding Flex ANI
between SNET and its vendors at that time.

B. What changes in the performance deadline commitments did the petitioners
attempt [0 reach after each of the three waiver extensions granted to date? When were
these changes negotiated and finalized?

SNET Response

SNET discovered on January 30. 1998 that the architeCture used to provide Toll Free
Number (fFN) services did not allow for screening of Flex ANI for delivery to only
those Ie's capable of receiving Flex ANI. On February 13. 1998 SNET requested
feature development from both Lucent Technologies and NORTEL to rectify this
deficiency.

Lucent responded on March S, 1998 that the required Access Tandem Screening feature
could be made available in the SEI3 time frame (approximately 4Q2001). A follow-up
response on March 19, 1998 indicated that the Access Tandem Screening feature and
the 800 to POTS feature could be made available in March of 1999. In a conference
call meeting on March 26. 1998 Lucent representatives stated that the proposed March
1999 date was fum and could not be changed. Lucent has maintained that position.

NORTEL responded on April 3, 1998 that the Access Tandem Screening feature could
be made available during the fourth quarter of 1999. On April 22, 1998 SNET
requested NORTEL to develop the 800 to POTS fearure coincident with the Access
Tandem Screening feature. On June 22. 1998 NORTEL indicated that development of
the 800 to POTS feature was dependent upon industry standards being provided. On
October 8, 1998 NORTEL provided a quotation for both the Access Tandem Screening
and 800 to POTS fearures. Availability was dependent upon office software release
level, but in the November to December 1998 time frame. Screening of ANI digits
"25" to carriers was not included in the 800 to POTS feature design. NORTEL has
verbally committed to providing the 800 to POTS screening feature in January of 1999.

C. What changes in the performance deadline commitments were actually agreed
upon after each of the extensions. and why were they not adequate to meet the
petitioners' legal obligations?
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SNET Response

No changes were made to deadline commitments between Lucent and SNET as no
commianents for 1998 were made.

NORTEL committed to and supplied the Access Tandem feature as agreed and SNET
has met the FCC commitment for NORTEL Access Tandem offices. NORTEL also
committed to provide their interpretation of 800 to POTS requirements in lieu of
industry standards. SNET did not enter into a contractual agreement with NORTEL to
provide that feamre because deficiencies were identified in the feature operation.

Although SNET could not meet the December 31. 1998 compliance dates for these
capabilities. there was no recourse to vendor contractual penalties.

D. What penalties against vendors were agreed upon for non~performance?

SNET Response

There were no contracts covering the features in question, therefore there were no
penalties assigned.

2. Verified Statements From Vendors
(see attached statements)

A. What work plans did the vendors implement initially and after each extension of
the waiver deadlines?

B. Why were the work plans not adequate to meet the deadlines?

C. What work plans are the vendors currently implementing; at what stages are
they now; and what are the completion dates for upcoming stages?

3. Specific Questions For SNET.

SNET Petition. Page 3.

A. When specifically in 1998 did SNET begin testing Flex ANI?

SNET Response

Dwing January of 1998 SNET began testing Flex ANI deployment. On January 30,
1998 Access Tandem screenin& problems were identiflCd.
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B. When did SNET discover the SOO-POTS feamre could not provide carrier
screening? Why was it not discovered sooner?

SNiT Response

November 13, 1998 discussions with the SBC subject maner expert identified that
testing of the NORTEL 800 to POTS feature revealed the inability to screen ANI n
digits of "25" for ICs not capable or willing to accept Flex ANI. The vendor
confirmed this fact. Early high level feature descriptions did not provide sufficient
detail to identify this deficiency. The feature has not been deployed in SNET so
identification via testing was not possible.

C. Why couldn't Lucent provide the tandem enhancement of the SOO-POTS features
earlier than the end of the first quaner of 19991 When was it initially required to do
so? Were its requirements changed to meet the newly extended deadlines? Why were
the deadlines not met?

SNET Remonse

Initial correspondence with Lucent requested cost and availability estimates. In a
conference call meeting on March 26. 1998 Lucent representatives stated that the
proposed March 1999 date was firm and could not be changed. Lucent bas maintained
that position. They cited current development cycles, other developmcn1 requests. and
mandated development requirements among other reasons for not being able to provide
this feature earlier than quoted.

SNET Petition. Page 4.

A. For end office use of SSP IN 800 functionality, why weren't negotiations with
NORTEL for a lease arrangement similar to the one negotiated with Lucent successful?
How were cost and compliance considerations balanced?

SNET Response

PSP lines served by NORTEL offices were 3.78% of the total PSP lines served by
SNET. The average NORTEL per PSP-line lease cost was several times higher than the
Lucent lease arrangement.

SNET evaluates the economics associated with mandated requirements. Where costs
are believed to exceed reasonable levels. SNET would petition the FCC to seek relief
or present alternative implementation scenarios.

B. Why did the work to complete Feature Group D (POD) CIC conversion impair
coding digit work? Could the work have been done simultaneously?
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SNET Response

The FCC required that FGD CIC expansion must be completed during the same time
frame as End Office SSP deployment for Flex ANI. Both mandated projects required
the same work force to implement however because the nature of the work was totally
different, this did not allow for implementing both services simultaneously.

~ .s. 3\"""""~
Wendy S. Bluemling

Attachments:

Service List



Ved1led Statll!ment From Veador

Regardl!12 CC Dodcer 9t-l?J

Features Required to Suppor1 fledble ANI

OnFebnwy 13, 1998SNET~ tea:ure deveJqnnem fromLuc:eat Tec:Imc:iogics to allow kcess TaDdem.
saeemng ofFlexANI fa de1ivcry to ODly Ihc6e Ie's capable of receiving :Fb.ANI.

I..uc:mt lesp.xldcd OIl March S. 1998 tbat joD Free Enbamomem for Flexible ANT', 99-eP4847 couJ<1 be made
aY2iJable iD tb: SElS time frame (approximarely 4Q2001). A follow-up respome OIl Mard119. 1998 incticaIed
that the Aa:c:ss Tandem SaeaJiDg feature and me 800 to POTS feaEUre for use Wi'th SSPSOO IN toUfree caDs
coo1d be made awiLabJe on March 31. 1999

In a coafa'cDce call meetiDg OIl March 26, 1998 Luam rqxcsc:uw:lves starm that the ptOpOSed March 31. 1999
date was firm aJX3 CQJ1d DO( be cbaDged

B. Why were tbe werkplans DOt adequate CO meeI me deadlines?

Lw:r:m mm1 OIl a Mard126. 1998 c:oaferCDCl: call tha1 cutreat <1eYdopmem cycles. orber developmem requem.
aDd mao1ared d:velq:Jme:Elt requiremcals v.ue some at the reasons for DOC beiDg able tD pmvicIe tbis famre earlier
tban quced (March 31. 1999). These factc:n have DO( cbaDged to aDow provislODi%lg oltbcse features at an
earlier dale.

c. Wbat werk plaDs arc tbe 'Veudors cum:mly impleme:ndDg; aI wba1 srages are tbey oow; and wbal are tlIe
oompldioa dar.c:s fa'upa olDIC stages?

Lucem p1am are to bave Ibis fe:awre available fO( tbe currem swmro Software Release aDd n:r Software
Updates baCk to SEll. Feamre deYelq>1DCCl is cwre.arly on scbedule for final release on March 31, 1999.

VEJUFlgTIQN

I bave read me !eregtitlg sraremcnr., aod CO the best or my Jaxw,1edge. iDfcrmazioa. aad belief tbc:re is :cxxl gI'QlDd
to support it. and it is DCX~ fer dc:1ay. I verify WIder peaalty of pe%jul)' tba1 the foregoing is trUe aod

carea. Executed OQ lam:uryL 1999.

~16<
ACCOWlt MaDagc:r SWitdliDg
Lua::at TcdlDOlogies
127 WasbiDgtoa Avame. 3N Flooc
Natb Hzvea. Coooecticut 06473-0758
(203) 9SS-S729



Rmrdieg CC Dac:Jrcetrua
Fs@res Rcqpired fA) &Peo" PlpibJe ANI

A. Wba.t 9l'or\: plaAs did the vendors implement iaitWl'/ and Uv:t cxh Ul.CnSi.oo ofebe waiverdcJd~

Jtqpo!e:

On February 13. 1998 SNET'roq~ CuIure dcvelopmtllL from Nonbeo1 TeIOCORllDc. C'Noro:J1 to allow Aca:ss
TC3Ckn1 sc:rc:e.nmg of.F1exANI for deli\'C:r}' to cal)' Ibosc Ie's c:apab&c oftee:eivins Rcll:.A.NI.

Nonel rcspooded Oft April 3. 1m that cbc "'fb1cle ANI Scrccift:"'. SNTOOOOO8 Ce.wrc could be made available duriIIg
tlac~~of 199.

011 J\t'rIl22. J998 SNETreq~ NoneJ ro lkvelop Ebc 800 to Pe'I'S f__.~wirh thcAD:c&s Tazadcm
~ fcalUr'e. On J'I11:1I: 22. J998 Nond iDiieatcd that dne'optDCnt olebe 800 ro POI'S feabft was~t.~
irldQSQ'Y stIIldard$ bciDg provided 'Tbe iDl2U$1Z)' SWldard which is b.ued upo«l (fPt,NSNP-139 ANI 11 for PayPboae
Co=petlS3l:ioa ) wa is:$Ded OQ Oc\. S. 1998).

On Oacbc:' I, 1998 Nond provided a quocaQOSI for boct& rbe'1'FS Pay Phone wlPOTS Convcmon". NTS00026
and ocFI.:EX ANITandem~,UOIXXXlO21'eaftlnL A~1iry was~adCAt upoa ~<:uof~Tde&sc
IcYel, butmthe NO'Io"cmb:r (0 Dcc:cmbc:r 1998 time frame.

Screc:ain: ofANI di:iG ""25~ 10caeri~W:IS IlOt areq~ (Of NTSOOO26 JInd \¥IS IJOC ia:::ludod ift tJ1t 800 CO POLS
~ dQip1. OD Dea:mber 9, 199£ Norr.e1 ret:eived a request for capability fraz:D Ncmel's w:ri&uioa~ for 1:be
saec.amg ClIlplIbili~. AI dlia1 WDc Nortel~y commiacr1 to providilll tK &00 10 POTS sc:=aiDg feat\ItC ia Ja:lUaZY of
1999, approxima.tely J()~c:a~a&r' ~custo(lla rcqWSl fcc DCW f=czionalil)'.

NQtlCI's~ plans &net schcdulcs "'en as Qesaibecl above.

Nottd was able 10 pro~ck support fccp~ pboo: compensarion requi:RnlcDts~~ use ofaccelll1.tod~
dcU'W'Ct)'. a\'allablc via sofrMrc brid~. Our mppo.rt!oc pea)' pboMco~ 1'a=csbad all implcmeAtatioD date of
Dec. 31.1998. Only UlcANI 2S Scrc=ing tCll:UrC..-:as not available UDtilJm.lm. bcc:::IUse d2is addilioDal capability~
t'DSt~~ oa Dec:. 7. 1998.

c. What wort pbDs al: dJe~ e:atT'CtZ%Jy imp!CIDCnting; Ie wh.al sr.Je5 m &bey POW: and wb.Jt ~e the CODIpU:tion
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